A number of approaches to decision processes and decision-making have been proposed. These include Cost-Benefit Analysis, Multi-Criteria Approaches, Environmental Impact Assessment, and Positional Analysis (as a form of Systems Approach). While these all claim to be useful in illuminating or solving specific problems related to environment and development, the meta-level question remains -how do we choose among approaches to decision-making? Is there a meta-approach to the choice among approaches?
Introduction
Over the years economists and scholars with a more interdisciplinary orientation have proposed a number of approaches to decision-making. Applied welfare theory (as part of neoclassical economics) in the form of Cost-Benefit Analysis (CBA) is the oldest among approaches and is still advocated by some. A more flexible set of Multi-Criteria Approaches appeared on the scene in the late 1970s Raiffa 1976, Bell et al. (eds) 1977) . Environmental Impact Assessment came into being with the US National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) of 1973 and Positional Analysis (PA) goes back to the same year and a doctoral dissertation at Uppsala University (Söderbaum 1973 (Söderbaum , 1982 . PA is less established than CBA, MCA and EIA but can here exemplify approaches in the systems thinking and systems analysis category (Cf. Clayton and Radcliffe 1996) .
The four categories mentioned should not be seen as excluding other possibilities. Strategic Environmental Assessment (SEA) (Therivel et al. 1992) , Social Impact Assessment (SIA) (Becker 1997) , Integrated Impact Assessment (IIA) are some related approaches described in the literature. In this paper focus will be on the four initially mentioned methods. It should also be observed that there is a complex chain of predecessors to the more interdisciplinary approaches here mentioned. There are elements of positional thinking in Ross Ashby's early writings on cybernetics (1956) and the debate about different versions of systems thinking began perhaps with Ludwig von Bertalanffy's book on General System Theory (1968). I do not claim to do justice here to this historical development.
Those in favour of CBA seldom refer to competing approaches. Advocates of MCA similarly tend to see different versions of MCA as meeting all possible demands and even CBA is sometimes included in their battery of options. Professionals and scholars working with EIA are concerned about how their approach can be improved in different institutional contexts and tend to form a culture of their own. They do not seem to bother much about relationships between EIA and other approaches, such as CBA. Those of us who are theorizing about, or applying PA may however differ positively from others by the existence of a demonstrated interest in systematic comparison of competing approaches. Such attempts to systematically compare different approaches (rather than being silent about everything that competes with your preferred approach) will always be biased but will nevertheless represent steps forward as compared with single-minded advocacy of one approach.
The four categories of approaches are briefly described and then evaluated in relation to specific criteria. Such criteria refer to the general philosophy behind each approach and how it relates to Sustainable Development and democracy. I will try to describe the methods in a reasonably fair way and hope that the criteria of evaluation will be considered relevant but the reader should understand that the description as well as evaluation still reflects my own concerns and priorities. They are biased in favour of PA as in the case of similar earlier attempts (Cf. Söderbaum 1998) .
Brief description of approaches to be compared
Cost-Benefit Analysis, CBA, goes back to attempts in the nineteenth century to evaluate development projects like dams from a societal point of view. Options or alternatives identified are systematically compared with respect to impacts of various kinds. It is believed that a 'common denominator' is needed to make comparison tractable and the one preferred is money. The term 'value' refers to 'monetary value' and actual as well as imaginary markets are used to suggest the 'correct' price of each kind of cost or benefit connected with an alternative of choice. A number of techniques such as 'willingness to pay' studies and 'revealed preferences' are used to estimate monetary impacts. Finally, future costs and benefits are reduced to their present monetary equivalent or value using an appropriate discount rate.
CBA can be seen as an extension of investment appraisal in business. Rather than limiting attention to impacts at the level of a firm, impacts on all parties in a society are considered relevant. Aggregation of different kinds of impacts and impacts related to different periods of time within a time horizon is a key feature of this approach although the analyst may limit his or her ambition in this direction and refer to some impacts as 'qualitative'. In addition to 'present values' or 'benefit-cost ratios', it is also possible for the analyst to study so called distributive impacts, i.e. how impacts are distributed among different groups. In the case that such studies are carried out, they will add to the information given by the aggregated figures.
Multi-Criteria Approaches (MCA) can be described as a set of techniques rather than a single approach (Munda et al. 1998 , Munda 2000 . Other labels used are Multiple-Goal Analysis or Multiple-Objective Analysis. Compared to CBA, MCA represents a move in the direction of flexibility. Some of the approaches in this category emphasize multidimensional analysis and objectives or goals formulated in multidimensional terms. Other approaches rely on a mathematical objective function in utility terms. An attempt is often made to adapt such objective functions to the specific values of each decision-maker. In those cases the CBA idea of 'correct values from the point of view of societal resource allocation' is abandoned in favour of a more open attitude to values and ethics.
While CBA is an established and institutionalised approach, MCA is of more recent origin and has been discussed and applied mainly in academic circles. However, the recent report by the World Commission on Dams (WCD 2000) advocates a MCA frame of reference and can be seen as an important step forward in making MCA institutionalised and more established. The scepticism in relation to CBA as a way of legitimising large dams expressed in the same report has on the other hand weakened the position of CBA in the international debate.
Environmental Impact Assessment (EIA) is a fairly institutionalised approach and process in many countries and also in the European Union (EC Directive 85/337). When the importance of environmental problems became increasingly recognized in the late 1960s and early 1970s, it was observed that technological and financial aspects of project proposals were generally carefully described as a preparation for decision-making concerning land-use, water infrastructure projects etc. while environmental impacts were seldom well understood or seriously considered. EIA was then suggested as a way of improving the basis of knowledge and information before making the final investment decision. Alternatives to the proposed project should systematically be considered with respect to environmental impacts and how they compare with the proposed project. Can the same services be supplied in a different manner with less detrimental impacts on the environment? Could the proposed project be modified in order to mitigate environmental impacts? (Cf. Glasson et al.1994 , Canter 1996 , Barrow, 1997 One interesting feature of EIA in relation to our present discussion is that EIA is not only a set of requirements for a document to be used for decision-making purposes. It is as much a set of rules for the decision process and the involvement of those affected and others concerned about the issue. Different categories of stakeholders should have a chance to learn about the proposed project at an early stage, meetings should be arranged and proposals and comments from stakeholders should be documented. When the study has been carried out, the analyst should explicitly comment on each of the earlier stakeholder arguments and how they have been considered in the final document.
Positional Analysis (PA) is so far mainly an approach used in academic circles, especially in the Scandinavian countries with some PhD dissertations among the more visible results. Among approaches here discussed, it belongs to those that are less institutionalised. The larger category of 'all systems approaches' plays a more important role but would perhapslike the mentioned multiple criteria approaches -suffer from a 'too much flexibility syndrome'.
PA is based on Political Economic Person assumptions (Cf. Söderbaum 1999 Söderbaum , 2000 and starts with a study of the historical background of the decision situation and its institutional context. Who are the stakeholders and actors in relation to an issue, for instance an investment decision? What are the institutions and rules regulating the interaction? What are the roles and power positions of different stakeholders/actors? Then follows a dialogue with actors and interested parties. How can they contribute to interactive learning and to the design of alternatives that are judged relevant by at least some of the interested parties? Some diversity among alternatives considered is encouraged. Given a set of alternatives, the analyst tries to identify all systems of various kinds that will be differently affected depending upon the alternative chosen. This is also a step in identifying relevant impacts for systematic comparison. Impacts are considered in multidimensional terms as profiles rather than aggregated. Just as the analyst tries to identify systems that will be differently affected, he or she may identify activities of individuals and organizations that will be differently affected. For each such identified activity, a relevant goal direction is assumed which can then be used to rank the alternatives considered in relation to each activity. This is a technical way of illuminating conflicts of interest rather than concealing them behind one-dimensional numbers. It can be related to the arguments about problem perceptions and conflicts made by stakeholders and other actors.
Uncertainty is dealt with in terms of scenarios. Irreversibility and future options are systematically identified, for instance by using decision trees in positional terms. The conclusions offered by the analyst are conditional and tentative in relation to different ideological orientations that appear relevant to interested parties or decision-makers. The purpose is to 'illuminate' an issue in relation to different perspectives rather than to 'solve' it. Politicians or other decision-makers will then 'match' their ideological orientation with the estimated impact profiles of each alternative considered. When asked, the analyst can of course tell the decision makers about his own political preferences in relation to the issue or interpret the preferences of a decision maker and point to the decision that follows from such an interpretation.
Relationships with broader philosophies
Each of the approaches described is part of broader perspectives such as theory of science, paradigm and ideology. Theory of science here refers to positivism versus hermeneutics and other theories emphasizing the subjective aspects of the scholar or of other actors being part of the study. 'Social constructivism' and 'narrative analysis' (Porter 2002) are examples of such perspectives. An approach can furthermore be part of a specific paradigm in economics or at a more interdisciplinary level. 'Paradigm' is here used in the broad sense of 'theoretical perspective'. Since "values are always with us" in scholarly work (Myrdal 1978) , it becomes also important to discuss the relationships between an approach and specific ideological orientations. 'Ideology' is used in the broad sense of 'means-ends philosophy'. If the world is exclusively interpreted in terms of markets, the approach can hardly claim neutrality. Neither is an approach that stresses compatibility with a specific interpretation of Sustainable Development a neutral one. The same holds for an approach where aspects related to Sustainable Development are completely neglected. Clarity in relation to -and visibility ofideological aspects of a decision situation as well as 'many-sidedness' in terms of the ideological options considered seem to be positive qualities of an approach.
CBA, as our first example, is 'embedded' in neoclassical economics with its emphasis on positivism and its market oriented ideology. Leif Johansen, a Norwegian neoclassical economist, has pointed to the close relationship between the CBA ideology and a 'net-valueadded' or 'economic growth' ideology in GDP-terms (Johansen 1977) .
MCA is more of a moving target and not so easy to describe. Positivism appears as the main theory of science but there are some openings in relation to the more subjective sides of individuals as decision-makers. As I understand it, the way that the analyst approaches the subjective sides of decision-makers is rather rigid and dictated by the methodology applied. MCA is however relatively deliberated from the rigid costume of neoclassical economics and belongs to a more interdisciplinary tradition. In terms of ideology, MCA is rather open. Unfortunately, values or ideological orientations are often treated in a way (e.g. utility functions) that is far from the vocabulary and conceptual framework of actors in public debate, at least as I know it.
EIA is closely connected with positivism and objectivism. It is mainly a natural science approach although the process-and participative components may suggest an interest in the more subjective aspects of science. Interest in theory and paradigms seems to be limited. EIA is mainly an approach for professionals applying this approach according to law. In terms of ideology, the purpose is to make environmental impacts visible where they previously have been hidden. The idea is to know what you are doing in environmental terms before acting.
PA emphasizes issues of value and ideology and the interaction of analyst with those affected and concerned about an issue. In this part, subjective and interpretative aspect of science are important. In other parts, such as attempts to estimated impacts, PA is much like other approaches and built on positivism and objective measurement. While CBA is part of neoclassical economics, PA is rather part of institutional theory. As previously indicated, it can also be traced back to cybernetics and systems theory among interdisciplinary traditions. PA claims to be open rather than closed in ideological terms but its emphasis on estimates of non-monetary impacts of various kinds in addition too monetary impacts and the criticism of 'monetary reductionism' is of course not a completely neutral one.
Sustainable Development and Democracy
Sustainable Development (SD) as a concept is very much connected with the report by the World Commision on Environment and Development (1987) , the UN conference in Rio des Janeiro 1992 and the associated Agenda 21 process. Four aspects SD can be identified:
• Multidimensional thinking and analysis • Consideration of ethics of various kinds • A precautionary principle is recommended • Social change processes guided by imperatives of democracy Development should be sustainable in ecological, social and financial terms but other dimensions such as cultural ones or those related to knowledge and information may also be considered. As I understand it, the main idea is to make all kinds of dimensions and impacts visible. Especially irreversible degradation of (non-monetary) resources should be illuminated whenever it occurs. SD emphasizes ethics in relation to future generations of individuals in the region where planning and decision-making takes place and at a global scale. Also ethics in relation to non-human life forms could be considered. The precautionary principle and 'prevention rather than cure' idea can be seen as part of, or an extension of, ethical considerations.
The local Agenda 21 process following the Rio agreements is very much built on beliefs about the value of democracy in attempts to get closer to a Sustainable Development path. It is believed that problem-solving will be improved by involving many rather than few, by interactive learning processes and generally by the involvement of Civil Society in public dialogue. Human beings are not only consumers but also citizens, they are able to take responsibility for their actions and should be held accountable for what they do. In addition to participative and deliberative aspects of democracy, some stability is needed. We need to know who is who in governance systems and representative democracy is part of this. To make individuals accountable, monitoring systems and systems of documentation play a role.
CBA does not appear to match the mentioned criteria very well. It is true that the analysis may start with an attempt to estimate impacts in multidimensional terms but the main idea to transform all impacts to their alleged monetary equivalents will not make social or environmental impacts more visible. An aggregated number will not tell us much about the ethical issues involved in a decision situation. As is well known, CBA is limited to a consequential ethics and in that sense does not respond well to more deontological concerns. Uncertainty may be considered as part of CBA, for instance through sensitivity analysis in monetary terms but many of the risks connected with large projects can hardly be seriously considered as part of a monetary analysis.
There is also a miss-fit between CBA and the imperatives of democracy indicated (Cf. Söderbaum 2001) . Only market related roles of individuals are emphasized while other roles, such as the ones as professional and citizen, are largely neglected. The CBA analyst is an expert in a very traditional sense and is not part of any interactive learning processes. At best he or she may reduce individuals to consumers asking them about their willingness to pay for real and imagined commodities.
At the same time, CBA is a very ambitious approach. The analyst claims to know what rules of valuation to apply and those rules of valuation are of course not neutral in ideological terms. CBA preaches a specific market ideology among all possible market ideologies and other ideologies where the market plays a more limited role. Stakeholders, other actors and decision-makers who share the CBA ideology will benefit from its application while others will suffer. As I see it, science and economics in particular, cannot take a stand by dictating the kind of rules of valuation to be applied. Ezra Mishan, an author of textbooks in CostBenefit Analysis (Mishan 1973) , argued at an early stage that CBA is only useful in a society if there is a consensus in that society about the CBA rules of valuation. If such consensus does not exist, the best one can do is to put the CBA manual on a shelf to await some possible future point in time when such consensus appears (Mishan 1980) . In this respect, Multiple Criteria Approaches represent a step forward by deliberating the analyst and all affected from a predetermined ideology.
MCA furthermore represents an important step in the direction of multidimensionality. 'All' kinds of impacts are being considered and the approach can be aggregated or disaggregated. Ethics is essentially consequential but there may be openings for other kinds of ethics. Uncertainty and the acceptance of the fuzzy nature of a decision situation are central features of the approach. To my knowledge there is less analysis of irreversibility and future options although such things certainly can be added.
With respect to democracy, advocates of MCA in their more recent writings point to the possibility of interactive learning with actors and decision-makers involved (Munda 2000) . Conclusions may point in more directions than one although some part of traditional ideas about expertise of analyst still seems to be present. I share many of the concerns discussed as part of MCA approaches but feel that some stability is missing; 'We can do this, we can also do that, we can do everything'. If nothing is excluded, then there is no method. It may be tactical in relation to some actors in the debate about methodology not to exclude CBA but then MCA becomes more of a tool-box including all other approaches here considered.
EIA is limited to environmental impacts but sometimes includes social impacts. In this sense EIA does not claim to cover 'all' impacts but rather adds to the picture given by other impact studies. In its consideration of such impacts, the approach is multidimensional and highly disaggregated. In terms of ethics the main line of reasoning is consequential ethics. The analyst is standing outside watching what happens or may happen in the field. Multidimensionality suggests that there are opening to discuss other forms of ethics but the dominance of a natural science approach suggests a dominance for consequential ethics. Uncertainty and risk is part of the analysis although there are limits to what can be achieved in this direction. Irreversibility of damages is an important consideration as part of EIA.
In some institutional contexts, EIA could play a role to strengthen democracy by involving stakeholders and other actors in the decision process. The positivistic tendency suggests that ideological options are not articulated or discussed. The analyst is mainly an expert carrying out his task in a context determined largely by environmental law. The approach appears to be relatively easy to understand and the decision process is documented at least in some sense, for instance in the US context. Analysts and those who engage the analyst could be held accountable.
PA is based on an ambition to cover 'all' impacts of alternatives considered and make them visible in a meaningful way. The approach is highly disaggregated in the sense that impacts are kept separate. There are openings for different kinds of ethics and ideology although the PA-analyst may -as other analysts -have difficulties in articulating an ethics where 'a tree has a standing' or where an ecosystem has 'a value in itself'. The main technique in dealing with uncertainty is scenario analysis. The study of inertia and irreversibility is at the heart of PA and decision trees in positional terms are used to include the issue of future options.
PA is supposed to be sensitive to the values of democracy. Stakeholders are involved at an early stage in a learning process where those participating usually have a lot to offer. While CBA aims at the optimal solution on the basis of an objective function, PA offers conditional conclusions based on possibly relevant ideological orientations. If the PA analyst is still regarded as an expert, he or she is an expert of a different kind. It seems more appropriate to speak of a facilitator. Those who have used the PA language a couple of times will probably find it relatively easy to understand. Documentation of the decision process is certainly a possibility but since PA has been used mostly from a university standpoint, few of the studies have been carried out as part of formal representative democracy. The PA-analyst could be held accountable if he or she has not 'illuminated an issue in a many-sided way' but the responsibility for decisions will rest mainly on politicians or other decision-makers. While CBA can be interpreted as an attempt to move responsibility from 'politics' to 'science' and even an attempt to eliminate politics, PA works the other way round and thereby is more in accordance with normal ideas about democracy.
Other criteria
In addition to criteria of a more 'philosophical' kind and criteria related to Sustainable Development and democracy, there are some other differences between approaches that may be worth considering. Is an approach useful only for project appraisal or also, for instance, at the policy level? Is the analysis applicable only for decision processes and decision-making at the societal level or also at the micro level, i.e. for organizations and individuals? Is the approach only future oriented or also useful for ex post valuation?
Finally, the kind of alternatives being considered may be an issue? A decision process may be manipulated, for instance by considering only few and similar alternatives. A diversity of alternatives will correspond to ideological orientations that differ significantly as opposed to marginal adjustments within the scope of one ideological orientation. A related issue is whether alternatives are treated equally. There may be many more commitments -of various kinds -in support for one of the alternatives than for competing alternatives. In this case other alternatives than the proposed action may not be taken seriously.
CBA is normally discussed at the project level and is hardly recommended at the policy level. CBA is furthermore limited to the societal level and ex ante valuation. No specific effort to consider alternatives that differ in kind is made although this is of course a possibility. One positive feature of CBA is that a serious attempt is made to treat alternatives equally and to reduce the influence of vested interests and other elements of the prevailing power structure.
MCA is mainly discussed at the project level but also analysis at policy level or micro level could be considered. To my knowledge there are few attempts to use MCA for ex post valuation. Alternatives are generally treated equally and alternatives of different kinds can be considered.
EIA is not limited to project level. What happens to the environment is very much a matter of broader policies such as transportation policy, land-use policy, agricultural policy etc. Strategic Environmental Assessment (SEA) has been developed in response to such demands. The philosophy of EIA could furthermore very well be applied at the level of companies and individuals. EIA also focuses to some extent on monitoring and follow up studies, i.e. a kind of ex post valuation.
PA has been used in some cases at the policy level. Decisions at the project level are often very much conditional upon broader local, national or even European Union policies and sometimes alternatives at the two levels have to be considered simultaneously or linked to each other. Like EIA, PA can be used at the levels of organizations and individuals. In fact some of the first PA studies were about project assessment in business, e.g. research and development projects. Some attempts have been made to use PA for ex post studies. The ambition is furthermore to treat alternatives equally and to include alternatives that differ in kind and thereby correspond to different ideological orientations.
Summary of criteria (scheme of analysis)
The scheme of analysis used so far can now be summarized in terms of a number of questions to be used in relation to each approach. As a second step, each approach will be characterized in relation to the questions (or criteria) in terms of a profile. This means that there will be one profile for CBA, one for MCA etc. 
Relationships with broader philosophies

Overview
The profiles given above should be regarded as an attempt to summarize the previous broader analysis. Details can certainly be discussed. Advocates of other approaches will find examples of a bias in favour of positional analysis etc. (As an example the comparison itself is based on a 'profile' idea that is part of PA.) I insist however on the proposition that there is a value in this type of comparative study and I invite those who have different opinions to present their views about more appropriate schemes of analysis and the profiles that will follow.
The profiles presented may still appear complex and I will therefore make an attempt to focus on aspects that I find essential. A first point has to do with the purpose of each approach. As an example the purposes of CBA and PA differ in many respects. CBA is part of neoclassical theory with its ideas about efficient resource allocation. On the basis of this idea of efficiency, which is specific in ideological terms, the analyst tries to find out the 'best' or 'optimal' alternative. In the case of PA, on the other hand, the analyst is supposed to illuminate an issue in a many-sided way with respect to alternatives considered, impacts and possibly relevant value or ideological standpoints. This should be done through interaction with stakeholders and other actors in a way that is guided by normal imperatives of democracy. Various expected environmental, social, cultural, knowledge related, institutional etc. impacts should be made visible in profiles and other ways and the same is true of conflicts of interest from the point of view of one stakeholder and between stakeholders. To make impacts and conflicts visible, photographs of a landscape and arguments by stakeholders in qualitative terms can be as relevant for decision makers as numbers.
In this respect of making impacts and conflicts visible, I believe that the purpose behind EIA is rather close to PA. MCA represents an important movement away from CBA but appears a bit divided between traditional expert roles (looking for the optimal alternative or the right compromise solution) and some other role, such as facilitator.
Related to purpose are the ideas about aggregation/disaggregation and ethical or ideological openness. Table 1 is useful to 'illuminate' these aspects of methodology. The flexibility of MCA is generally presented as its strength. The MCA analyst is ready to adapt his approach to any desire from decision-makers. But this could also be a weakness. EIA has become a success at least in the sense that it has become accepted in many countries and thereby institutionalised. EIA exemplifies much like CBA a highly standardized approach. From the point of view of democracy, some stability of an approach seems desirable. Various actors should have a chance to learn about the approach and to challenge the way it is applied in a particular situation. This will clarify roles and make accountability of different actors possible.
According to a different way of reasoning, flexibility and the toolbox philosophy of MCA could be an advantage. Rather than thinking in terms of standardized approaches, each analyst may benefit from knowledge about a number of methods and then make her or his particular choice in relation to a specific issue and context. He or she can combine methodological elements from many sources. As an example, each of CBA and PA may then supply methodological elements to a specific applied study. I think this is what happens very often in practice. But even in this case, there is a value in developing the 'cleaner' approaches to add new elements to the toolbox and to question the usefulness of some other elements.
Recommendations for future research
I will now turn to some recommendations for further research and development in this field. In the case of CBA, I have very little of a constructive kind to say. The idea of systematically comparing alternatives on an equal footing will remain important. But my main conclusion is that the CBA approach should be abandoned for reasons already indicated, for instance in connections with the previous reference to Ezra Mishan. Applied welfare theory in the form of CBA appears to be among the weakest parts of neoclassical theory (Cf. O'Neill and Spash 2000) . In a democracy issues of ideology have to be taken seriously.
MCA seems to be moving in the right direction with a more serious consideration of ethics while reference to ideology is still missing for tactical or other reasons. In relation to Sustainable Development -a main concern for us as ecological economists -one could expect more interest in Environmental Impact Assessment (EIA) and how it relates to MCA. The main problem of MCA seems however to be a lack of standardization. To make comparison with 'non-MCA approaches' meaningful, one should perhaps concentrate on the interpretation of one particular author or one particular book. Here the interpretation of MCA by the World Commission on Dams (2000) is a possible choice.
EIA has become a success at least in the sense of being institutionalised. Practitioners of EIA seem to represent a rather isolated culture, however. In Sweden, for instance EIA is carried out but its influence on the decision process appears to be limited. While EIA is carried out according to law since 1987, investments in infrastructure for transportation (roads, railways, airports etc.) are still approached in terms of CBA. Where two philosophies are competing, one may ask which is the dominating one. In my interpretation, EIA is not unimportant but tends to modify only what is considered best from a CBA point of view. The idea of trading impacts against each other in monetary terms is still attractive and bureaucrats in the National Road Administration do not seem to be sensitive to arguments that have to do with ethics or democracy. This situation may now be changing, however, because politicians in Sweden have become ambitious in reducing the number of persons killed in traffic. They speak of a 'Zero-Vision' where no person is killed in a year and ethical arguments are increasingly being used while arguments in terms of 'revealed preferences' are less convincing. In connection with dam construction in India and other countries, resettlement of thousands of tribal people or other groups has similarly become an ethical issue. Previous attempts to legitimise such infrastructure by reference to the results of a CBA are now questioned by an increasing number of actors.
Personally, I hope that CBA is now part of an ongoing deinstitutionalization process while the other approaches here discussed are becoming strengthened and more institutionalised. While participating in this development, I think that we should not forget about the early critics of CBA and their contributions. In a UK context names such as Alan Coddington, Ezra Mishan, John Adams and Peter Self come to my mind. Peter Self's Econocrats and the Policy Process (1975) is certainly worth reading for the younger generation as are his other books (e.g. 2000) . It is a mistake to believe that criticism of CBA began in the late 1980s or early 1990s.
While I may have my hopes, CBA is far from extinct among methodological species. We are all acquainted with paradigmatic and ideological inertia among bureaucrats, politicians and even economists. There are politicians as decision-makers who prefer simple answers to complex questions and who prefer to hide behind a 'scientific' analysis that ends with a clear recommendation. Fortunately there are other politicians as well, whose main ambition is to know what they are doing. And the choice among approaches to decision-making in society is not only up to politicians or other decision makers. It is a concern for all actors in relation to a public decision process and indeed all citizens in a democratic society.
